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L zzxo BASE-BUDGETING AND MARGINAL UTILITY ANALYSIS . - AL

e . e e "IN HXGHER EDUCATION . .. A .
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AN S Introduction .

N . / -. vt

- s Allen Schick,’ in a ﬁbw classic article reviewing the history

1

) og _budgetary reform in the United States, portrays an evolutionary B ' -
development ‘of public resource allocation dri n by an ethos of )
- - N _ rationality. From ‘the cqntrol oriented objecr-of-expenditure bua- :

= = PLI gzts introduced in the 19203, fo the managenent oriented perfor- ) C—

'
N i e g s s 4 %
3
N
L]

- . + -

mance measures introduced in the’ late 1930s, to the planning and .
i analysis oriented program budgets o\f«the 19603, the drive for a

o
- . wore rational system of resource allocation 'is ev:g,glent. Ingged

.

~_
.
g -‘-—4-‘
e o eren -

s

< in® the culminating stage of this 6evelopmental sa;a, economists

L rationalistic models play the central role, e. g., ‘ " .o <.

a

: . ".... PPB tracés it’s .lineage to the- attempts of - /
AR S welfare ecohomists to.construct a sciernce of finanece -
3 ) predicated on the principle of .marginal utility.
g ",' Such a science, it was hoped, would furnish objec- .

. ’ . tive criteria for determining the optimal alloca- Lo . -
tion of public funds among competing uses. By oo
a prgtil:ihg the marginal césts ‘and benefits of .. . .

tives, it would be possible to determine ;

which combination of expenditures afforded maximum ) - .
ucility.l . ] - . -
"Even though Schick is referring to the development of the

B oo Planning - Programing - Budgeting (PPB) system developed\by the

[PV AR ST
. .
r

-y

) - -«economists of the RAND Corporation and implemented in the federal . :
L governmen; in the uﬁd-19603, one of the building ‘blocks of this ) '
ooy particular .8ystem -- marginal, utility theory -- has been the basis ~ .
“-.-‘: of budge;ary refogm«proposals from V.0. Key' s lamentful call for = ..
reform in the 19%0s to Vern Lewis' propOsal in the 1950s to current

. interest in Zeto-Base Budg'etirig (28B).? “This is not .to say that T '




: g -an. ele'::ents of thesg various p‘roposals are. vi:ftuelly the sa,me o ' -
I . i -o-' is it =o izply any guﬁ.t hy- association. Harginal uf;i.lity ) .
' .:neory does, however, provide a very use’ful focus for Leva’luating -, '
) 2 st’ea.. o,.. historical and current budgetazy reform proposals. N e i
) < te:?..s “to apply: economic models of efficient resource ' % s
A alloca..ion to budgetin‘g for institur.ions of higher educatipn have
. : *esx.lcad in ,frustration on t:he part of refor-nxers attempting {m- - . ’
‘ - .:ie_..n..a.,zon and skepticism on the part ‘of many :Lnsti.tuti.onal . “ ‘ .
. 'qu péople.' The refomers cite institational resistance, ©L ‘} ‘ A -
,lack o: tra.ned personnel, and politics as the princ:.pal bar- ‘ ] L
o ) -, —iers to .:?leuentation whiIe institutional administrators cite C :
2 K -’ e inappropziateness of, the model to higher education as well ,w . . e
' _. ‘es. their ina¥ility to develop the data required by the model, ‘ o E
N BN e Tne puxp0ses of this paper are tlo- (1) describe briefly = - ..

- - .r .

) -t ..3*31-1&5 x.*ility analysis, and Z3B as an applied example; - -

]

+ - (2) assess soue of the theoretical and pzactical issues gurroundw oy
AT :, ing seeh ao.els, and (3)- place t‘ne move'.:..nt for mbre scientifi%
o . -and ratfoaal resource alloca.;:ion in a 1arge:c methodological a’n

o philosophiecal context. The focus of the paper is, resource-%\ .

\J%‘it

2llocation rather.ﬂxan geheral 1nstitutional g1‘1;'a.nagement and T

. \ ":’a.nnhg/ even though some of the terms and coxzcepts used . coulé_ ,,J:p Lt

'
41“,

v app;y to these broader areas. Although focusing on "prohl’ematic

T : £ssués ‘2ad limitations associated With applying marginal uti.lity ’ /

- Hé . theo*y to higher education tggsource all*ggation, the paper &s - ; C L
e © - pot 2n atrezot to dismiss in%any wholesale way the utility of ° o .

analyuc ..Jodels or other tools of the management‘ sciences.s_ I
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: -:'a plethora

‘ . coming of’ budgetary pra'ctices in the public secté‘w

7\1,& Harginal Utility Analysis Applied ; / »a ,

A -

e An assessment of mrgﬁml util:!.ty modelsl-as a basis £

o = - “ -

resource allocation"reform is mdertaken for both practical dmin- °
'3’1*2

> .
ist:rat:.ve and theoretical reasons, Practica,lly, adminlst tOrs

jlp higher education must be edgable about emerging budget:,l.ng
A
and plan?fing techniques and the tfieorzes upon which these reforms

at

‘are baseé‘-in order to cofle with 1mplementation aﬁd to underst‘and

possi’ble consequenc’es for. their institution. Theoretically,

.-

O go”od deal of the researc‘h and development work in public sector

mnagement includ“ ‘ng higher edﬁcation, is based on tﬁe‘*‘applica-

\i -
tion of ‘economic models such as marginal util:.ty theory ;_ T\ﬁe

S

" . ?»4
g

tneo..etical principles underlyi,ng such microe?onomic e-fffciency

theories are appealing o those seend;ng a mpre rational system <

T,

o:.. allocating resouroes One h“&é only ;o 'J?éad Key, Lewj.s or.

more 5‘g;'u'ir:'x:ent literacure. ,}to apprecéﬂate the short-

Organa.za-’
tions operatxng in the ‘pfxvate‘ market system have 'been able to

1

%ppoximate the data reqpirements of these micrbeconomie effic:‘.ency

' ;‘nodels and have as a-result becomezhé" most coFaon p;tototype for
N fréfortners in thef:pgplic sector .

“';?\r

.focused upon rapdional de\c{sion making o t:he abstract, in
private organizations arld in public institutions.l“ Underlying
l:kuch of this interest is the belief that rational detision making_

"good,” i, e., rationality" is seen as a standard which ought :
to be emgloyed ia decis%on making. g o “*.‘ ) v
LI 4 . . \;‘ % ] % ; -. ) I s P
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" ecomoxnic theories of efficienqy 5\

e.g ..,

-

. N
. e A
sl .
. N ‘ .
. -
4 N3 »,

e Tbe vario..!s interpretations given~ to the term raticnalz.ty

: tend ei::ze" to confuse or severely I‘imit the interested observer.

o

One of the z:ost widely sha:ed interpretations of ratio&l decision.

a:xd one’ t’nat has gained considergble fashion in public management
‘ circles,

a .

is the utf.litarian approach expressed in classical micro-

; Much ‘of the literature on

-
> - M

\

., .

‘*%

by logical ap;{roach to the efficient use of university
resources would involve some variant of a-theory of
constrained choice. -Theories of conmstrained choice
can provide techniques to evaluate alternative alloca-
.tions of limited resources among less limited demands:
Zor such regources. .eenr .Classical economic theory
provides 2 rationalet for making such a choice. ...Util-
icies, disutilities, marginal costs and marginal
products are all caught up in market processes which
adjust and validate the constrained choices of.pro-

" ducers and.-consumers. - The classicagl theory of

_ constrained choice is equally applicable to many other

areas vhege alternatives are matters for adtninistrative

decision,

4

, . L

rescurce alloca*ion in higher education adopts this perspective,

Yern Lewis, one of the early propohents'of bringing econbmi.‘c

'1

increzental or. marginal ucility’ analysis. L

stion is based explicitly on the economic,-concept of

L]

".a.ginal utility analysis has three basic compgnents: (l)

dividing avail’abla— resources into increments 8o that assessments
aad comparisons can be wade ahout increments (or decrements) o

rather than total resou:ces, (2) assessing the gains or benefits

ra:'isr;:elﬁi:y to Pudgeting,i“n the ptblic’sectér, repeated the basic
< "e_co:-.o""" c qoestion posed by V. 0. Key.a decade' earlier: “On what _

basis st a;.l it be decided to allocate X dollars to Activity A

R

instead: oi allocating them to Activity B,.. .?"7 Lewis' ansWer to -

of each increnent- and (3) comparing the relative benefits within

A
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s

* . .
UGN L

.

o

~
N ——

Ry
o

| SO U -

ate
R
v



R ’,_"Qvg:*‘ + R R .’i“ . -» R R e ‘ LA . » 7 ~ . g — e
. e - SN, R .- R . T : ' T
T Lt . v Qe . ¢ - o
. . ., . . I - .
T e v Yoo . .
- -;: . N . 3 . - .
, ’.:' - ',-._ ¢ . \q -
- I3
“
A ‘\ * i LR
’ » ' - "'5- ) B
. . . . N “: - N - g
and across functions. - ) R , AU
v " Dividing resourceg into inerement’s,,the first component of
. < R X w'”("’vsx . v
. * the :::odel is not just a matter of manageability. Perhaps
F BN NN

- noré importantly, at least from a theozetical’ po:.nt of vi.ew, is P

that such a division is, uecessary to apply the concept of 'max-
ginal utility"--the increage in utili.ty (or satisfaction or ;‘;:‘:,
benﬁfit) asso‘giated with a unit i,ncreasei.n one or soote combina- . .
tion of the yariables .upon which utility is alleged to depend

In many resource allocation decision» situations condi.tions of~ * i
S diminishing marginal utility may act so’ as to 1ncrease yet noi:
. . maximize tgtal utility Increnent, ot marginal analyéis therefore .
4 becomes the key to&assessinﬁg and maximi.zing the- tota1

. o 's Assessing tl-fe gains ‘or benefits of eafh unit of resource
: s increment, tﬁe logrcal second step in the mode1 is dependent upon

- . being able ;o identify the outfcomes or, consequences ‘of each incre- \'.‘

R
R e

went (or decrement) and to ‘assign som.e vaiu; or "utility" to . -

4

s

D

cutcones iﬂentifred. -Identification of the conséquences. of .a]_.uér-i :

*

. nat'fv}es,‘ 6ften eipressgd‘iﬁ' the form of a payoff matpix 'iﬁ Jecision
wtheo—y‘ is 1éss troub'i‘esome than assigning a value or utﬂity to .

The final .component of the model eomparingben-

~ ‘those equences.
Tul . é—fé;tfs :::hhnctions, requires solving the ca1cu1ua of ranking
) } “or ordering--d problem to"bé cﬂ.scﬁ?sed shortly. N
P "o Applyi:’itg this lﬁodel», .to resource allocation in th; public o,
" ) Wsector;, Vern Lewio propose& an "altemati\ve budget system" remark- '

D { . ably simﬁer tp Peter Plyrr's Zero-Base Budgeting proposal ment:y

#;.* yeats,;i'ater: Lewis' proposal ca&led for' administrators of budgetary
um’.cs toxpregare a basiebudget estl“mate--last year's base budget
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- . ’ K r- ¥ Y R
X s 7 ’
. N ) s
.Y s Lo - g : , S el .
- - EL s
- » ¢
. . . . . . N .
Ead “.\‘. - x » oy * : ’ f »
3 /
!?3 : 3 oy, o . . A .
T ~ . e s/.«? e*”!'“ g - BN .
e -5 ®, » . * - '
. ! ‘o » LA o ’
AE e
LN N T - - - .
) el 3
. v -

. .

13 ¥ . . M

- . . »

Q . X , - : . . S
1T % L . - i .
. ) ; A . . . o . - . —
Y 1o . . P At T - -
S+ I T ¢ - S -, . o T eyl e :
¥ B BT BT Rl 4 H
- . . . ‘. . - .
. .

Te T, . - T




N

plus' price 1eve1 .increases~-~-and then supplement: that request with
plans for, alternative levels of funding, .8 80% 90%, 1}.07.. ' . ‘
120% of, the bas’e estimate. The purpose of ;:equiring assessments. S -
of alcernative 1eve13 of expenditures is to force higher 1eve1 ad- ¥
ministrators )nd legislative review bodies to focus on “alternative BN i
narginal expenditures in a comprehensive and comparative way. )
- Phyrx's ZBB scheu!e developed for budgetary review of the 4
"soft” staff areas at Texas Instruments Corp. and 1ater as the -
basis of Governor Jimy Carter's 2BB thrust in Georgia provides T . .

a2n excellen" example of apphied marginal utility analysis ’j.n the ) .

puoiic sector.s. Phyrr s zero«base budgeting model basica11y g N

follows the marginal utility model by proposing that public * . ~
organizations (L di-vide their resources intp "decision units,"” ..
--(2) array budget requests* in increments, (3) show the impact of - g
fu;nding at different incremetyts and Z(4)y.rank the incremen{:al - ‘. ) -
"Qec:.sion paokages" from -the foregoing analysis. - )

In Georgia"s application of the Phyrr model decision upits

weze re1a\tLve1y low in the organization, e.g2., the "Community . T
Injury COntrol" unit fn the Emergency Madical Health Division of - o . K 3 )
¥ -the Department of Hmnan R.esources--a unlt of two- persons and ' - - /;'
total‘ ‘state general fund budget of under,$25,000 (Fiscal 1977) . - ;
Decision units therefore gotaleg over 11, 060 in Geozgia s ZBB Lo o
573153“1- i -, - . -~ 4 ) . L 4 o :\%}

. R P *

The focus on increments\ or the margin in the Geo:sgia system .

o A

H
¥
Yo g | o - - o

is simllar to Lewis' alternatxve budgets proposal. Georgia .
. agencies are required ty- submit detail on four 1evels of funding. T

(1) a xninimum level-~below last year! base budget, (2)‘ a base . .
y i n a

.
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) level--b_se plus cost increaaes, 3) a workload 1eveL~-base plus

) vo-xload increases; and (A) a neﬁ?bs\improved level--above base ‘

and ®orkload. a:plegaornats used for each of these levelsﬂare
- it

attiched as Appendix I. . , .

- The: ‘hyrr wodel structures marginal utility analysis into

Tdacision packages"--docuzents t?at provide a relatively detailed

' ‘descrznclan of each ¢dcision unit and the impact of funding that

AN

K ’ . : 4
- y B
A v provioa vy e [ "N B . L . - .,
M . . ’ . P ., *
- . A .

oL

e

maic ac diifering budget levels.i Decision packages qre suggested
to includs: ,(1) the nurpose(s) lor objective(s) of the decision'

.nnib- (2) a deacription of proposed. action;'or alternatives; (3)

coszs and benefits of (2); (&) workload ard perfornance measures; -
and (5) various levels of effort and benefits associated with each

:
| ' '

level of effort. ) 5

uhy:r s podel then, while basically reflecting the philosopny
and procedure of carginal utility analysis, attempts to coved
2lost all of the bases of PPB and performance budgeting by its
inclesion of goals, objectives and workload measures. The core "

of the model, however, is formalized comparisions of alternative .. -

. . 1 . g
expecdicmures, . ¢ .
- "\\ T - ‘ -
. . ‘
III. Some Theoretical Issues . .- .

X3 .
The viability of zero-base budgeting or other forms of
microeconc=ic efficiency models in the management of institﬁtions

and sys'acs o2 high ser education is highly dependent upon satisfac-

tory *esolurion‘o. %ey theoretical issuess This section discusses

brie’ly four such issves from an agenda that could easily include

a dozea: (1) oriteria for ordering, £2) cause-efﬂEct. (3 * -
) substgntive vs. .procecdural rationality; and (4) viability of the o

‘2

‘

. ey



. ecanomic gr "busmess" model in nonmatket organizations.

. e Crite jg_‘or Orderi_g The selection of ériteria ‘for order-‘q

%expen:fi;_;ure chb‘ices isa time-weathered and com-

plex sub ct. One school- of thoug‘ht, desc:ibetf by Btaybz:ook and |
'

.~ -ing a1cernative

'Lindblom hs;the "rational-deduntive ‘fdeal’ 9 advocates a vexy
. complete piatonic logic systerﬁ ‘which would precisely define ‘ .
- value postulates upon which policy choices coﬁ.?ld be made., \A

- ' complete and ordered system of goals’ and objectives as critét.ia
’ for ‘policy decisions “4s ope version of this line of 1‘:easox'd.ng.t~
. Another school of more quantitatively oriented philosophers )
I and\economists has champion;d Betham s utilitarianism and the
notion of a welfare function. Although. there ‘are significant

divisions within this part!.cular school 10 most welfare economists

’x
N

1
rely on some form of utility function to reduce multi- dimensional

\r £ 3

. factual data on decision altermatives into a ‘single -index qf

¢ about policy alternatives do not by themselves suffice to rank or
o order tne alternatives. ) ‘-

) . \ﬂt "For choice to take-place in the typicaL marginal uti1ity

" . .. analysis model a unidimensional ra&xking scheme is ‘necessary--

‘ . ocherwise ‘the analyst becomes the legislator in weighing nmltiple

sional character to marginal comparisons is cost-benefit analysis

,with its unidimensional dollars derived from market and non-market

f_‘". ' : valuations. Cost -benefit analysis, a todern and a;;plied form of
P " Betham s calculus, forms the ‘basis for making marginal cotnparisons
.‘ -~

o

.
N
* - .

‘. 'desirability. Some form of valuation is necessaxry ‘since faZts w

valuations. By far the most ‘common. method of bringing a unidimen—

P

ks

o

- .93,‘.
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to
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W5 . ng‘competi’ng c.laitns for public resources. The rat:io'.al public -, - 'fj
y a

policy\ decision then. id one that meets the test of itmax:!.nv.un ) : ' ! '
9' = ‘social gakin"-‘lL wheréby ;he chosen ‘alternative maximizes the excess

- ¢ ¢ ~ -

~? of social gain’s oyer soea.ai costs. .Indeed, in’ much of; the’ ].iter- .-

atureio‘n vblic finance (puhlic cxpendicures) p&cost-benef-ic

« aoa.lysis is synonymous wit:h and & sife qua hon of ra.cional decision <

] mki“8~ , PN . RS . ) e | A
~ -l ¢ “: 4 - Qa, N
o Theories dn which choice is seen as the function of a single d L ]

PR " a

vzr“iable havc always been popular because “of t:heir sim;ﬂicit:y. Lo T
f’rheoret:ical simplicity. however ‘nis its own price as Schumacher « ' S 1.
poim:s out:. . s g 5 5 worl LT . - o T
. ' b‘g’; v > Fe : ’ .
To press nion-economic - va]lues iato tﬁe framework of & - .
. . : the ecoromic caleylus, ecdnomists use cthé-method of - © :
.., .. cost/benefit analysis. 7This is ‘generally’ thoyght to "~ - _. £ -
O ( ) - .be an enlightened and progressive developmentslas ~ *,  ° - :
} S it s at least -an attempt-to také accorunt: of costs :
T and benefits which might ‘otherwise be | sregar-ded - L. Tty
E L. altogéther. .In Fact, however, it is aprocedure by LT
. '“ _ which the higher is reduced to the level of the - . )
- lower and the priceless is given a price. It can -
2 ) : therefore never serve .to clarify the situation and )
s . _ lead to an enlightened decision. FAll it can do is R e
* . " lead- to-self-deception or the dec”ei»tion of others; . R
. “for to undertake to measure the immeasurabl® is s ® g
absurd and constitutes but an-elaborate.method of - . .
~ - . . woving from preconceived pocionss to foregone con- "L
clusions, R B - . & . . . "

[ i, "e

Wh:.le some may consider Schumacher too {radical to t:a:ce serio‘usly,

. mny others feel uncomfort:a,ble with the value judgements igherent: I

13}2. : vy . o \ - . K‘i N

- - . How important is thesissue t:ha.*t‘ré important‘values are being neg\lected ‘ - E
i,¢, K ”\, in .dos;-benéffc’ anatysis; $tf:::;z.(:‘z.cs fear misuse, *or as Kaplan - '
) "{I : ‘ ’b,raﬂés it "t:he law of tﬁe iuscrumextta Give a sman boy a -

. in cost:-benefit: analysis .

hamrner. and ;}e will fﬁid that everything *he encounters needs
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rany .areas and its inappropriate application in. others.

‘ lCricics want to limit cost:-benefit: analysis to narrow area

oolicz' ar_alysis, i. e., to heed A.rist:otle s caut:ion t:hat ng

e e) ’/ > - T . B - -
- - R . - . ', ~ -
L : '“\" - . i L )
- rd - - N
. - R - - b hl
< N o ’ ) - o ¢
. : L o
v - » «.
. - . <t 4 . B
. A - o -19- . A
14 DR .
pounding. Proyonetits eite ‘t:hc success of benefit:—cost analysia

15 -

sof

t is

'the mark of an educat:edman not- to demand more exactncss in the .

treatrent 6*’ a subject: t:han the suhject allows “16 Proponent:s .
in order ‘

" see the ‘need to advance theory, rather than applicat:ions,‘

to extend. concep:ualization of: benefits a.nd costs to broader

areas.n . . ¢ -
| - » - } -
4

L]

- - e v <
“he issue of ‘selecting some measurable criteria is in itself

2 prob!..:n of choice and values. Kaplgn and others in f:he

sciences have generally t:aken the posit:ion that any measu::e is

social

only a pa.x::.al measure. Two fundament:al problems arise from this

position: (1) ¥hat as%ect:s of a concept will be moasured since no , -

set of measures completely exhaust:s t:'he meaning of a: concepc?- and _

(2) By what process do we establish the H.nkage Between che

‘..easu*e(s) aad the mpre basic concept:i’18

* . a choice which this. author.views as toc limit:ing for many
:ive expea:litu.re q\iest:ions. . The seconct»question of linkages leé‘ds - !

: The use of econom:i.c mea—

subs tan-

¥ o5

-

*

]

sures, is a cboice of select:ive aspects of a broacfer policy concegt--
L&

-

to t:he ‘next issue. . - e e
ﬁw%mmmmmmmMWMMm
yvariants is simply; *..no one knows how to do TSLE Wildavsky,sees ~ v

one of the ?rincipal cognat:ive flaws in'the. applicacion oE economic ¥

-

" zodels to tne public policy arend t:o be our Iack of understanding

of the uyriad of inte:dependeucies of possible variables,

o7

whac the variablea rea’lly are, apd of the causa‘l. links,
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absmce of F theory rela.ting to outputs, . ..abundant infor-
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‘..atxon is “poz 3»:.:13 to enlighten g.nyo,ne.
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The -'elationsm.g. or lack thereof between budgetary inputs ‘
and educaqio“al

\U 7

higher eduza—icn nrovides an example of this* theoretical gap

o~ \\

outcc::es im management systens beipg developad for =
3

+

mvpd § e

O A ke TR

Hyaothet caliy; bne ought to ma.ke resource allocation decisions
based ‘on the ;c::o)}-m or prob ble impact
‘fv’v

" respurces, will h‘a.%e on the institartion s goals, as measu;ed by

athoée incremental %udgetary

-

rezsonabl; valid ‘and reliable ofiteoms criteria and measur.%s 'Il';e

\at:.onal Center for H.gher Educa.titm Management Systems (NCH }

N

2

has attemted o’ zove toward this ideal by developing a classifi-

cation st'-'u...ture for budgetary inputs, known as the program classi-‘

t

= u;ﬁt?"n struc"..re, and a taxonamy of outcome criterif and measures. .

i
ijorhetically, ‘n.igher e&ucation »pofic? makers will be ablé to

IS

—

sl
"increase fmdiug in"a prograu:mat;ic budge; ;eategory, e.g8., the

"So,cial aad Cultural Devetopment" subprogram of the “Student

=.

s b e e e

Sarv*ces" prograz budget; feeling confident that the impact of d

suck a fu:nd,.ng dec:.sion can be captured by 4n outcome criterion o
20

o5
I
e Siat

such as® "internarson;el participation” and measures as ‘£611lows:

-

Soqial skillsLinteroersonal pa.z:t:icipa.t:.on=

.

= Average number of memberships per student .
i and/or former student in social, charitab}.e,
political, or civ1c orga.uiza.tions.

Fd

.

- Average number of awards and- éitations
earned’'per student and/or former student
for social contributions.// <

- Studentcanpljo
evaluations o
tion as, dete

L

former Student: perceptions and
their interpez:sonal participa-
ined ’by sélected measures.

e —a———

L4
- Average number o friends and acquaintances
regorted per studeqnt.

£ e s ey =y

L2
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T Most social oiientists, of course, pare

_about the match of knowledge to éill the obvious gaps in theory and measure-
ment and therefpre recomunend more _et:pha;sis -(and money) to research.

In view of our monumental ignorange, one must ask °
“whether. academic planning is possible at all in the
. strict sense of measuring the teans and "the ends.
- The condition of our industry certainly suggests the -
‘need for more knowledge about the relation between ; -
"the resources and technologies loyed and the true :
outcomes in. human terms. ' I see the exploration of
these relationships as -the primary task of those who -
would improve rationzl planning in higher education. - .o
: ' Without adequate knowledge ih these areas, which will -
- . . require decades of research, higher education will ¢
T «emain dependent on tradition, int:uiﬁon. and' judgument,
for guidance in its decision making.2l ..

t

4

T 1f Bowen, 'and,jmanyi others, are right about the b;sic research ,
that must pr»eceélé realization of benefits prorhis_ed by sopﬁist%cgted
management systems , Ehen are at:t:emp't:s_to develop and apply éuch -
systeus woefully ‘premature?, Many of the,burgéoniti; number of
) p/d’fi’cy and evaluation studies ac:thg; federal level héve'f.allen
. /pzjey‘t:o' Kap_l_.anf's "laweof’ the instrument” cited earlier. Indeed .

('one- seasoned observer, laments thg "tireless: tinkering with dau:a7 . .

and prograas" qu calls for reversion to Lasswell's cc;ncepti' of

the policy sciences; i.e., . ’ T
- "...the basic emphasis of the policy .approach... ;
is upon the fundamental problems of men #n society
rather 'than upon the topical issues of the moment."

Pefhapé higher education manggement research efforts ought to be. di-

rected toward similar’ “basic research" rather than product development.,

Substantive vs. froceéu}al :Rat:i_onalitx'. Noting the utilitarian °

“and positivistic ance;r,t:y:of most of 't:l_-xe literatute on rationa‘l .

" deci;si.on ma’{dné, FE{edlarfd:cmcludes that the i;.terature_ from this field
C treats values "'aolely in terms of Fl-‘xeﬁupili.'ty_a'sgo?'ianté({ with
choosing among

H

‘ .partiicul.;i: outcomes or, in terns of the riles for

~ .

* . a
N . B
L. N ~ . - -

i
L 4
-

relatively optimistic * -
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alternatives oncé conditional oittcome states have been estimated.

€

All procedural notions of value have been excluded. .He goes-’

on to distinguish between substantive and procedural notions of -

5 "o .

rationality,

z

* The essential problem is to determine to what extent
and under what circumstances "rationality" is a func-

. tion of how decisions are made, rather than the tan-
gible payoff realized as the result of such decisions.

N

., The choice between a procedural and substantive modeL
. of rationality by an organization can have a profound
impact upon the way in whigh.it is adninistered by
. )’determi ng what notions 6'&§§§gonsibility will pre-
yail and what skills are re ed

Diesing has called "political rationality,"za'has obvious impli-
cations for institutions of higher education. As many writers .
»
have pointed out, a university does its 'best work by creating

an environment conducive to intellectual development and the” .-

&

- advancemencofknowledge, An fqportant part of thag environment,
sone would maintain, ig ’how and by whom decisions are made. To
ignore this type: of rationality, which,in Dig:ing s v1ew is a
higher order of logic,-may be tq ignore a much mo#e fundamental

> .

type of rationality, o ' -

«

Political rationality is the fundanmental kind of

.z . “reason, because it deals with the preservation .

- - and improvement of decision structures, and 5
- decision structures are the source of all decisions.

Viability of thé “"Economic" Model.’ while many reformers

readily admit that applied public expenditure theory is only
beginning to emerge and is therefore rather crude, they maintain

) that in due-time refinements will bring us closer to the dideal of

. I - . ' + N '

¥ & ~ - . >
v . N -
‘ e i .

The notion of procedural rationality, similar to what Paul -,

, I R . /
e

5
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S ne:. Bt of iolly £o ‘react to Yhe greater (though ]
- . osedll :.zz.*\::plete) rigor which cost-benefit analysis . . )
r equires of us by shrieking #1984% and putting our ’ . . :
’ heads hope‘ul back {nto the-sand (of zhe clouds) - . ’
v hc?ing t..at thin s will look better...- ;
3oberr Anthony rakes a somewhao sqfter position, recognizing the
ndnprd.;@t .&gani%ations ;
at.e:::tmg to a;:;xroach the econo',hic 'I.deal.z-8

The. eco..o::ic model, vi.th its emphasis upon investment

id..osrcracies of yet he still opts for L .

* .o ,

. 'a;‘:.al"sis for 'oudgeting of new. prbgrams and upon accounting pro- ,

| ce}'"es and outcoTe neasureé‘ for uanagement control and evalua- . P o
:ion, as amazbdshed ‘'demands for data easily gleaned iu the . A - ’

et d:.fficul.t if not impqgssible to come by in « !

Tbe principal difference between

)
t

. _?:*-é.—.::e 5ector |
cany areas of° the pu‘ol:.‘%‘sectér.
the profit measure by which a

the t'.o secIors i% of course, b

prosit organizatfon operating in the parket can evaluate .both ' ., o

savest=ent and o managerial contvol/issues 29« The absence of such )
- . X -

s
»
. ~

2 :seas:z.r :{. the public sector is in t‘nis .rriter s- view,

g 9n kind, not degree—-especially in those areas of the ' - -

c sector, such as, the moSt central activities of higher ' ,

Y
G
;,g

efes shere pricing mechanisms are “either not feasible or R

ciod, ¥

- - . T "
- v

::».:a-ceotaolo public policy. . -
/ ¢ . !
iZfonic wodel. applied to higher education could, '

'_E; ﬂeore..ical ephance mapagerial “control and resource 2llocation - . )

grouped dnstitutional activities

-

T Tme

"elg'.i..g resource inputs,

T o:ogra:s, ‘to 3 specific set ofc sducational outputs against

..Ich
. se..se “tha% ...a:v.agerial control in

perfcrmance could be measured--in the same

profit making enterprises is .

- ; £
. ’

¢ 7

.
"i'-u:ional

gt L ’

[

oy, [+ somms Aromparen ®
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el ht oZ ,.olly to ‘react to Ehe greater (though - "
T -sedll x.:z.‘\:plete) rigor which cost-benefit analysis .
- ‘requires of us by shrieking #1984" and putting our o
‘ ds hopefully back into ‘the.sand (of Zhe clouds) - .
s hc?ing t..zc things will look better....

2oberr Ancho:-.v :ues a some hat softor position, zecognizing the
yet he still opts for

».'

id:.osro:acies of ndnpro,..ﬂ: .o*iani.%ations,

et..-.:ntmg to a.p;xroach the ecop.oﬁic idea‘L.2
The. eco..o::i.c model, wi.t:h its enrphasis upon investmenc

- a:v_a.l"s:.s fo* ’o\.dge:ing of mew. prbgrams and upon accounting pro-

privase, SeCtor

ce“"es and ouzcode ueasureé' for x:auagement control and evalua-

tion,»*ﬁa;&

wmzbdshed ‘demands for data easily gleaned iu the .

dut difficult if not impqgsible tq come by im

-.-_-a:.;fareao of°the pubh’%ksecté‘r. ’rhe princzpal difference between

the twO Sectors i’g of course, the profit measure by which a 7

ek organizatfon operating in tHe market can evaluate.both ' .

The zbsence of such

»

i:-.vest::enx: and managerial co'u:*ol /i.ssugs 23

2 -:eaa.r.: AI; the public s»ctor is in ﬁhis writer 5" view,

4

¢iilaren ééi\‘."\ xind, not degree-—especially in those &reas of the

p-:bﬁ * sector, such as Ahe most central activities of higher

ciod, a.e pr:l.cing mechani.sms are, ~either not feasible or

- . 1 "

..a?.:a‘-ceocaolo pgb{ic policy. - . ey
. / N e -
. ‘Tao eZIonic model applied O higher education could, ‘

.,.-:eo*e..icall ephance managerial “control “and resource allocation

"e}.g’.i..g resource inputs, grouped bﬁd.nscitucional activities

cT o’ogra:s, ‘to 2 specific set ofe éducat:ional outputs ngain:.t

--.:Ich :Lns"i'-uuonal perfcrmance conld be measured--in the same

. se....se “tha% oanagerial control in profit-making enterprises 1s -
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x:zhintained in terms of costs centers. and profit-generating per- ‘
~ formance. - The transactional dat4d system (data generated :Ln day- - o
IO . ) do~day transactions) of profit organizati,ons ftowever, is directly '

“relevant to orgaai.zational object).ves since the. units, of measure~ . o

ment (doliars) a.re either the sanme, or a suitab’]’.e cotwersion ca.n ) .

<L 30 - T ) ) . . e ‘>\£ . oy,
. be wade. ) o : - y L g

N ; Becauce .the centrai purposes and goaisv of institutions of _

highet” edccation are further removed from the day-to day trans- .

- ¢

aet:.oxis ’?h’.tnin such organizations, the neat ~congruence between goals

‘and transactlonal data systems found 1.n profit organizations.is i o . )
I %. 7 -
? ,_w decoupled 1n colleges and universities. Again, this decoupling C -_'

-

is not mérely a matter of degre’e, itis a difference in kind

e e tha(\vould‘ requite a quant:m:n leap in theory to connect. : &

KTy . iy

- L.t Propbietary inst:ttutions of higher education can ope::ate i o
‘ in a ma.rket environment and sell their product under fu11-cost ] T =
pr:.c:.ng.' Under these conditions, such institutions can, through .

. establishnent of cost centers, determine wh;ch programs are con- e ‘

: . triButhg to the profits of the organization and produce only those' >
N programs that sell., The question here,: of cdurse, is whether . ;&[
- e such a model for all of higher education will produce the "public T

oo . H

goods" desired by society.31 : - B LY o

)
»

Insti.tutions of higher educatf.on can, and often do,r coup1e . . 1 E
,‘e; - resource input data’ (costs in dollaraterm-") with acci"itf data, 1
D .~ such as studenE eredit hours, hom:s worked, ete., or with i \ o | ’
) it shrrogate outcome data.32 m;i_le some of these cost analyses are . | A R .
i < useful and interesting. particularly as a basis for furcher dis-

N cussion and explication. undue reliance on such measures ignores .

—
: e L. . . .
e . ; . .. : -
- . - -~ -
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ve*y s"os:a:z.tzve educat'ional policy questions and may well establish . T

-

uninteaded’ incent:ives, - '. o )

Indeed the searc.h for surrogate or proxy outcome measures .' ' ‘ £
% +
CR ‘ean take on ove tones of Orwell’s “'doublethink. " Anthony and - -

- e

R Eerzl.nge*' d*’ scussion of optput: neasures in nonprofit organi-
za.-on  for exﬁple includes’ a paragraph entitled "Input:s as a

.zasu_e of Cutpu uts,” ‘urt:her elucidated as, ) . ®

] "Alt:npugh generally less desirable than a true =~ . ~
> , . ‘output measure, inputs are often a“better measure
- of output than no measure ‘at all “3

«

’

Treir ex'a.::ol of an activity which may require such.a sl..rrogat:e
megsure is *esaarch--a ‘central accz.vicy in any university. - -
My own view is. that .the ecoroaic model of @uzce allo‘ca-

. . tion is .ne.ppropriate for most of the significant budgetary polic’:}t

o "". issves facing i..stic:ucions of higher education 'l‘his does not *

o © % zezn Sat an investment analysis ..odel is totally inapprl’o!?wiate--

) | razher that it is aopropriate undencertain conditions, i &, . )

here :ue e is a high éegree of understanding as to causse--efif.ec\:t;i

N .- re"a’.ons 1ips, where outputs can be’ captutcd to a very sign fica
degree ’ay soze fom 6f pricing, and where the policy alterhative .

)cnc:.t-:, represents an incremental rather than a major change in / ’

-policy. L:.ndblon suggests the "proper ‘sphere of economic models T .

N to be tader "st;nopt:.c" in Quadx.'an: 24n the diagram below. ' ..

.
. R . -
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Source. Braybrooke &gLindblom,';g cit. pg. 78.

The line between quadrants two and chree is not self evident.

ever, and some wouid argue tirat the line is shifcing downward as

more sophﬁgficated analycic models and computational capabillc;es

A ” ~

have been developed .

in a slightly different approach to defining the turf of

] naconomic' analyses, Anchony defines three categories of proposaLs

Esusceptible to cost—benefit analysxs. €3] “egonomic prop95a1§

ﬁ

similar to capital budgeting proposals in the private sector

where it is possible tqgestimate both costs and bemefits in mome-
tary-terms, e. g., proposal to convert the heating plant of a

university from oil to coal (2) Ya1ternative ways of réachlng

g “-N‘the samé_ dbject&ve" where there is a reasonable pzesumption that

*e

. N

s

-

each of~several \elternacives will - aehieve the desired objec-

absence of 2 judgmen: which téaehing
jk%onally superiox, the lowesc costkfechniqqe

"is. perferrgd an (3) "equal cost programs" wherein two

;ive. e. g., in
'technique is ed

s
=

T ] H
2

how-._
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g
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A com‘w}n& proposals have simila: costs, bht one; produces wore

benefits-—a conclusion reac&ed-w:.thout measurement of‘absolute

§ N s

I.evels of benefits. A cost-benefit comparison of’proposals in-
g tended to accomphsh very different object:ives e.g., to compare
oL funds to be spent for primary school education with funds ‘to be -
* “‘ *«*‘)}@ spent f'or retraining of unemployed adults, s in Antho:% 8 judg-
' ; ment likely to be worthless and clearly in the domain of Idind-

blom s quadrant t;hree."%

-fa% L

»'?

s .

“c

t
4

. Lindblom's and
e Ynf‘i{w "
which the economic model - is useful represent preliminary and

genéra.l d%ttem;:u:s to address »a,»very important 'issue. A more
detaile % comprehens:\.ve analysis of this issue, based on an .

b

«ﬁxfd"erstanding of bot:h economic and political theory, seems to me
to be an important missing 1ink :in the ‘literature of publie, and
‘Exi%’g}ter;’educational management. Much of the existing literature,
with the possible exception of ‘some of the t:aterial‘ emerging in .
i poli@y‘hstufies journals, is either oo polemic or technfcal 7.

for a balanced and thorough underst:anding by public managers and

- « BF

. policy ana-lysts as to when economic and other types of an7lytica1

-~ models are us_eful .

. IV, Some Administrative Issues wert? o “i

age approach,, according to-then Governor. Carter,_is that it "has

given me,- a?n ei{f;temely valuable method by whlch I can understand

. what happ’ens deéo in_a depattment. '.15f',,':?eering deeply into an ‘,

s s .-I_' .
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Centralization. One of the benefits of 2BB's decisiompack—
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P-;at:ica“ ly, the sheer volume of decision pac‘kages in ZBB can

b m—————————. - A

- - S verwhel_.. top 1eve1 administrators in much the same -yay as,the
» . £, initial‘rov.mds of program memoranda and other doc\mentat"ion did
_:‘ . in P2B. Phyrr recoognizes this, - owever, and has. proposed a
’ ‘ lgariag procedure whereby only the lower priority items reach

- .

" ) a govemor s or other top adm.inistrative official' dask The
governo* can t:nen presuzrably select the best:of the marginal (in

the sense of lo'sey: priority) decision packages as available SR

. -wdizsg allows. L ;’ . T ’ ’ L

we Assmng that the question‘of volume cag in ‘some way be résolved
P 3 s

' through a suita‘ole selecﬁivity process,* the question of the impact

T ., of higaly disaggragated data upon administrative centraliz"ation
. - repaias. ,Review,'of detailed org‘qniqational activities and -
- doc;sions has 2 long tradition m' fiscal auditing and its more - s

Tecent variations of performance auditing. Both- fiscal and 7 ST

perforcance audits, howevet,) are ex post fac?:o reviews. ZBB' ) .
decision packages, like 'PPB's program memoranda operate on a ;
® pre-audit basis wtfich provides an opportunity for top administrative
‘, ‘or leg-slative offigials to make Jnanagerial _decisions fairly low
. - in the o*ganizatior»al structm‘.'e. . - .
- o 'a’ - Payrr's modei at least as implemanted in Georgia, of /ghly:'/‘:
. disaggregated decision units need not, of course, be the only
R model of applied marginal utility ana}.ysis,- i.e., dec_i‘sion its )
- S \ could be defined more broadly to avoid peeri‘ng too deeply. )m A
« ,' R ' Policy makers, ghowever,—\often feél more comfortable making resource
allocation: decisions on specific, concrete ftems or igsues rather

L '_thanonbroad progz'amatic a'l:eas.36 ‘:_ - t R . -

o
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* for traditional patterns of decisiqn wmaking in higher education T
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‘ Various studfes have noted the general tendency of management
.n-o _a‘.z.on systems and- systems 2aalysis ‘to cen*mlize decision
..asing In th evolution of information systems models de;eloped
by the- hational Cent:er for Higher Education Hanagement - Syetems
(hC':E}S), a very definite shift from ins,titutional 'to statewide
and federal models can be seen. A

The modus opei'andi of ZBB could have serious implicat:ions

C- -\no: only by enabling but by focusing the attention‘of the

-

’ institutional autonomy. . <3

,governor, ofricials indepartments of ‘finance, legislators and

legislacive staff oo departmentalﬂand even subdepartmental issues.™" - )

Vhether- one ’believes such chue wogld be a. prozressive or disas-

9(1)1‘

rationalityk oL,

terous step depeads upon'bne s view of. proc

Fhethe* .oz not such centralization would it Q'ccur is somewbat

con;ectural apd perhaps the level af interest: in the quest:ion is
proooz:..io:‘.al to one's concern (or paranoia) over the issue of |

The Uses and Misuses of ZBB. ZBB at leat Phyrr s version : .

AR,
.

: of it, has been irplezmented in Georgia and othex states and is

undergoing imple:aenr:acion in the federaI government. Although

there is a burgeoning literature on the- topic, relatively few

oajecci.ve evaluations have appeared. 39 Mi.nmier and Hermansen 8 | .
study of the Georgia. experience, one of the better detached .
evaluations so far, concludes that’ "ZBB did not result -in any

subst’antial resource reallocation, although it did serye as the . = -

basis fora sizable/ executive branch re!:argani.zation.l’0 Other uses

.
- . ”
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. (2) the inappropriateness of the technique‘for nany governmental

«22-

of ZBB inclu@e its focus on the conseqnences.of funding programs
4

below current service levels, its improvement of budgetary infor-

mation, and its involvement of more people in the budgetary process.

. Many Bbservers, however, are not. so kind in their asseasmant.

°

of ZBB.
ranking decision paekages, the time required just to read the large

Robext Anthony's recent indictment cites the problem of

nuzber of decision packagés, and the lack of attention given’ to
planning and programming.al‘ In the anaual Brooktngs Institution
reviev of the federal budget, Robert Hartman cites the following

‘(1) the waste of managerial time and resources;

-

misuses of ZBB:
erv*ceswhereoutgut definition is’ problematic and where it is
difficult- to define levels of output; 3) the gamesmanship tempta-
tion wherein agencies make reductions unpalatable (e.g., the
Department of Interior hyPothetical decision to absorb a budget
reduction by closing the Washingtan %onument), and (4) the near-
sightness of’ ZBB's concentration on the upcoming fiscal ‘year at
the -expense of longer ranger .{s.sues."2
ZBB does have substantial politieal appeal, however,- in-its

call to. justify existing programs and in its claim to allocate
resources more efficiently and effectively. The symbolic value
of these claims alone, therefore, “may take the use of ZBB politieally

\, -

rewarding.

-

An Alternative to ZBB. According to'Phyrr, ZBB allows T

tap management to simultaneously compare the low and high priorittes

: 9

.
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of au agencj.es and rank' the altérnasives in- terms of decreasillg
benefits to ‘the oz:ganization or public sector as a whole. This )

e.pa.ragon of economic rationality is an a.mbitioua clainm which -

L requires far more theoreti;cal knowledge and practical measures

" than now avgilable in a pfi‘blic, ’noz!m'arket environment.

-

A much wore practical and penetrating approach to ZBB,

b

AT Rt IO MR,
“

' particularly for institutiono of high.er edu.cation, s some form )
of program review. Anthony basically takes this ‘position in his - -
ca11 for zero-base’ review'--a thorough going review of an ’

agency by outside’ experts about every five yearss--instead of ¢ 1
Zero-base budgeting . < . . T
- One form such reviews might take is Ybolicy analysis" studies

or audits performed by specialized state Ieval executive or
legislat)‘z{e &taf.ﬁ} 'Berdahl'e excellent rev:lew of the. Iegi.slative
program evaluation function and its relation to the role of o .
various higher education age?cies highlights. several key concerns
. associated with this altetﬂative: (1) The tendency ofE ambit’ious

young staff pembers to undertake-broad scale' and intensive review

*

of highly professionalized and technical areas--an ambition which C iy

- = b 4 . ‘ e

Be;:dahl believes may lead to their collegee; (2) the fai.flure of

~

these gtolte level egetzcies to pzi,oritizcareas’of'linvestigation .

and seleét only those where they can do the most éood; and (3) - T g !
the n‘e'ed for higher education to.preserve the credibility of its’ | C
own evaluation fu:iction or see such prerogatives gtavi{:ate .to the

' state.4s . T T o

.
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Tae long term viab:.lity of the academy, including inscituti.onal .

& [ -

-.‘P‘

“-Iany syscems and 1nstitutions of“higher education already

“hive evaluation processes whereby programmatic’ areas &’ deg‘ree el
*ogra_,s are revieued usually through some x::ode of peer involve-
peat “5 At a statc:ide or multicanpus 1eve1 in-dapthreviews SR

of o'ogramacic areas such as schoolsof educétion on engineering
can serve both plamn’.ng "and; evalua.t:ion as well as b getary pur- ' N

., poses. Instituc'ional 1eve1 departmental reviews,, ticularly

. -

az che graduate l,evel‘ -bave, been developed at, many universicies

223 often serve uo redirect programmat:.c effoxts. %=

-I.n orde' to make these system and institutional zero-base
or 3ran revlews as.effective as possible in pfuning deadwood 3
a..n" d:.recting growth, three factors seem to me to bé essential
(1) the revi v should incorpozate ‘the best ofsound pee;: review - -
prac tices; (2) assu:nncions of resources and -other va:iables .
should ‘be clearly deh.neated for the review team. and (3) the =~ -,
results shom.ld be used in the budgetary process. )
Profess-onal so\rereignty,and fts modus operandi of peer . {

.zeview are underx increasing attack for various, reasons--many of_

_ rwhich dre deserved. Indeed some valudble lessons here might be B

caf

gleaned from the experietice of the medical pr'ofes'sion.

-
€ s

=ul ticampus and SCatewide agencies, to judge itself. isgin part ) T

- ~ .

dependent upon its ability to conduct high quality eva}uations N
and then to make tough decisions formulated by these reviews, -

733 or any other budgecary mechaniém will not automatically B

“
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-

.t

o

-t




process have characterized it as
Participantg play basic

position prescribes.“s
on.e s ability

pects-

) being as:ted to pe*fo*g studies’ that questioned

A

that ''the responses co~those 'réquests

deferred obscure, or self-serving.

process reflecting our underlying pluralistic poli

in the Office of l‘.acagement and Budget, is p

objec..ive r,evie'-: p—ocess in an-adversa

‘an adversary or advocative

evalua...ion process within this context may be sclf deceiving

"I do not pe&sonally know of any way to structure. an

exa..ple of the difficulties invol.ed, Niskanen cites agencies

+

Bayond Advocacz? Hany observers of the American budgetary

tical system.
budgetary roles as their i,pstitutional "8
Successful performance is determined by
to wmake. the best case for one s employing agency. )
temting to build an objective budgetary review or policy

’Bill

ry environment.' 49 pstan

progra=s and 'budeauc*atic interests and-finds it not surprising

Niskanen, an econonist and former assistant. d:.rcctor. for evaluation

essimistic on ‘the pros-

\ Fder

their fundamental T

were usually indefinitely .

5o

.

-

To what extent is obj g&ivity necessary for good budgetary

‘and policy review" So:ne, 1ike Wildavsky, might argue that it . Lo !
is not ay’ necessary as we migﬁt at:wfirst think or at” ieastrthat it

‘emerges from the process. Iiack of agency objectivity may well

3 - 9' .A + } . ‘)ﬁ r . v ! A
W - : - ’ - . .
.o - - " [} . he
'y = ., - . »
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prune out lower pricrity programs “Such pruning can.take place SR .
o%ly. at least in a “rational“ sense, in the context of tough T P
- R o . = o
progra:ning decisiong. e . _
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. be counterb lanced for exampl'e, by the ‘Gase made by tesource

. comgetitors or by the possible loss of credibility under a tough e

oy budget office review. Wildavsky. along with others, has taken

_the positionm that analysis is not intended to eliminate advocacy,

"bit to raisé the level ‘of argument among cantending interests.” . ‘-

More informecL decisions will therefore be made as our ability to

analyze cornplex issues rises. X .. ;
. . , :
mideals of rationality and objectivity, however, remain as !

Ta standard toward which those with faith {n-réason alowly butr

P steadily tread, <CGeorge Weathersby s address to ‘the- 1976 NCHEMS . )

“Qatienal Assembly is an interesting mixture of incremental and . - -,
.rational themes--recognition of the limitations of rationalistic
decisionm.odel?. lamentation o£ the foibles of political decisiqn
making, and an expresbion of belief that sucCeeding "generations
of decision makers in‘hig‘ner education who have been trained j-
to think in fundamentally~ different ways from political incfemental-
ism will gradually transform the decision making prqcess J:'rom a
level of particle physics. to quantum physics .51_ This new era , ,
of thought for Weathersby is policy analysis-—in a broader sense o
~of the term than benefit-cost analysis or formal systems analysia. o
* + . “Policy analysis in this brc{;ader sense is systematic thipk- |
ing. Hence’ Weathersby calls for aresearch emphasis on how indivi- '

, duals think and what information they use in making decisions, .

- . ~ - 3 -

.‘rather than on techniques of 'produging new information.- Person- .
any L a.m no‘t optimistic about our abil'ity to discover ftmdamentally
different ways of thinking or’ making decisions.'* ® do believe, )

<fbwever; that systematic analysis--ortin Anthony 8 terms, "Benefit/Cost ‘

-
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as a*Way of Thinking"~-can improve resource allocation in the
" pyblic sector. As Charles Schultze has pointed out, "systematic
analysis does not have to be and 'is not coextensive with quan~
titative anaiésis."sz Systematic analysis& then, will hopefully .
- #raise the level of argument" in what is basically an advocacy
‘ ‘process, but it will not radically transform’ resource allocation

decisions to some millennial state or to what Wildavsky has termed

"

",-*"*‘*“"a“simurtaneous“equation>for-the~societyiin*thefﬂky*

v. Concludi;EAComments :
7 The Hyopia of:Ideolggz Deeply rooted in American social

philosophy is the'concept that science can be applied as a remedy -

to all problems. Indeed, this belref‘ﬁad dramatic impact upon

T 3 .American institutions of higher edncation in the 1ast 19th .and

: early 20th centuries.sﬁ Hany reform groups pushing some panacea

at that time and now were ana are perceiged as bound to ideology.But
3°¢131 scientists, particularly those in disciplines closest to-

the natural sciences were and are now somehow ideoLogy free.

The neutrality of empiricism, an idea now deeply rooted ivn American

academic thought, reinforces the notion that. scientific inquiry

into social phenomena ie ideoiogy free.

S A"good deal of the recent management covement in the public

. sector and in higher education follows this legacy of neutrality
and soientific appearance~-an appearance of highly quantified

. value f¥ee rationality at work The relatively recent,, emphasis ’
on-analytic techniques-~prima:i1y economic techniquesﬁrin the >

public sector has been led'in 1arge part by .those who hold a

. .
2 . v - - ¢

&
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certain worldview or-ideology. Formal analyses, the hallmark 0f-

- e.ononic ideologists, often give us the feeling of orderliness

- @

R >and ignore others. or alter the weights of ..

o

-aad rat* on elity--a feeling that can come to be highly valued,

o*der than cfxaos--or at least high degrees of aﬁ:bigui

E‘red Kraz.er, in a paper entitled, ”Policy‘ Anglysis As 1deoclogy,"

stresses ‘.he* .mportance of being-able.to, . - ':{‘

Com, L see’ “that the scientific’res 1tis of
, analysis are in fact the result of an --
ideology This ideology leads the analyst
to direct his inquiry to ce¥tain sources

various factors according tp his perceptions
of realit% I'as reflected gi
< reality "

-

Ideology as Kra:ner uses it and as it is used here refers to a
fai-ly thorough integrated value system or view of the world i.e.,

. - An’ideoldgy is a value or belief system that
B is accepted as fact or truth ‘by some group.
: . It.is composed of sets 'of" attitudes toward
. . the various institutions-and rocesses of
. ) society. It provides the believer with a
. , - picture of the world both as.it is and .as ,
4 i it should be, and, in so doing, it orgarizes
. +the tremendous complexity of the worl intog,
0 . § .80 thing ﬁairly simple and :understandable.

3

Iéeology, thep, is simp differ,ent view or perspective of the
world which often leads to different policy conclusions even from
the same facts. * Jim Jgrrett of the 'Gn.iversity of California at -*
Berkeley has taken a somewhay similar position usiug Jung" & four
cognative functianal types or sl:yles to categoﬁze how an individual'
“temperazental bias" affects one's values and perception of reality 56
This is not 6 suggest that every disagreement on policy is

.based on differing ideologies. When peoplé look for facts using

+
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diffe -‘Te't cet:rodologies ‘however the differences may well SE‘

v

'gvounded in ideology. -

a ' ‘

; principal implieation, at least for purposes of this
,peser, of viewing- analysis as ideology is that analysts, whose

evary intent is to provide honest, objective analyses, may be

so bouad by their owm nethoda _and discipl’inazy perspective o

~., 1

that they ignore other :uzportant values.57

Ieeologica. Balance. Howard Bowen s cogent and ins:.ghtfu.l

. address two years’ ago’ at“AAHE sets a very sensible tone and

‘direction amidst the poleznics of differing :f.deologies58 ' * Hope~

£a21ly ::his author's- view of Bowen’ s position as 'reasonable" -

ve‘lecf 2 balance rather than a congruenee of ideologies Bowen's

“ call for a full and balanced consideration of all the variables -
“in paraging institutions of higher education. rather than an

{ Mad
- - 'is'
’oit:a.ry or un'da:'ranted exclusion of nonquantifiable variables,

is not d.iss.::zlar to the position taken by Aaron Wildavsky, one -
of the g'incipal polenicists in the debate over the viability

of econdmic wodels of rationality. 39 - g

Bortowing froa philaspher Willian Connolly, Kramer suggests
findiag. ways to achieve greater,'balance through implementation
of tke notion o; "theoretical self-consciousness"--au attempt
to wnéerstand rully one 's perspective of reality and to explore
sy::pathetically 2lternative ways to comprehend" the analytic !

'p'oble:t ome faces. 80 ' a5 a practical means of implementing this -~

noticn of broadening one's perspective or ideology. Kramer suggests
liberal sabbatical leave policies for policy analysts. In -addi-. ’
tion to the con“inu;ng educition of: analysts and consumers. of

4
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analytic:studies, collegiate preparation programs in ‘ad‘mini_stra-
' tiom, policy analysis and related areas might make more deliberatc
~. attempts to broadeu the perspectives of their students by exposing
them to other points of view in some depch an,dgy making cleax-. -
the assumptions, -and implications of tbose a%tions, of the ¥
- pakticular methodological apprqgcfz taketi\, L et a
) Perhaps structural in addition to training, devices could
also be -adopted .by agencies to increase the possibi}.‘fty of ,intel- ,
lectual pluralism in budgetary or policy evaluations. wildavoky -
and Nienaber’,'i‘n aw_study of budgeting arid evaluation processes in
feder%.l recreationéprograms in the late lgGOs,'cite an example of
tructured mtellectual pluralism in the budget review procedures
of the U. S Forest Service. In the case cited, budget ‘,estimates
and "analyses are prepared by three differepgig\rows--the operating
divisions, the PPB staff; and an "in-house study grOpr--to provide
a formalized debate technique.ﬁz {hether this type of redunrdancy,
is an intellectual luxyry of is in itself "cost-effective" is.

open to question. Yo

-

’

N

“ The ¢ Il “for balance, then, s a call to strengthen the present

advocative nature of our political and bureaucratic system by

broadening individual ideologies .thereby ma king xoom for and

legitixnizing of varied types of analyses as well as perhapsieasing

the pain often associated with ébnsensus. This is not to advocate

purging ideology from budget reforms or policy analysis. Mitigating

_the blinders ot ideology and taking off the mask of objectivity,

' ‘th.at often covers the fdce of analytic work, however, seem to we

R
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to be éoditive stéps“towa:& the goal_é of rationility_ and respon- T e

.sibility ‘that Norton Long referred to almost a quarter of.a cen-

tury ago. i

L4 L . MG

. . An organization in its routines and its per-

: . sonnel--their training and values, professional

and political--can be so structuxed as to max~
imize the likelihood that decisions will be | .
made as a result of full consideration of the ¢
relevang facts, hypotheses, and Values—involvea. 63

<

.. Context of the "Management Movement." The impetus for im-
- Y P T

proved management systega; fn higher education, and other bubli:c )
aéencies for that matter, is based on a variety of factors, two' . = °

of 4hich are: (1) a belief that higher education is sugceptible;: )

to the theories and methods oﬁl"ma.nagemen(t: science;" and (2) a

stfategy on the part of some higher educationists to demonstrate -
| acéountability and ‘sound mahagement thereby raising ‘higher ;education's
pu'olic credibility. Most of xt:his,paperf has fgcused on the former fac- *3\

_tor; some brief concluding comments are now offered as to the latter.
- 7 !

St:epﬁen B-ailey has"not:ed that the concern over higher educa-

N

- tions' objectives as well as its efficiency is only an outward

" manifestation of a more basic issue, .

Only the woefully naive contend that the real
problem is efficYency--that government bureaus
and universities will receive votes ¢f confidence ,g?
in new dollars when they can master PPB and re- - =
- lated cost-benefit techniques and' thereby can be
. held accountable. The basic issue is political
‘and psychological-«<a. growing belief that what . - .
government bureaus and universities do is not '
worth the cost: that governments reduce freedom)
too much-and that universities foster too much °
license. The absence of sophisticated systems
of accountablity simply adds to the already sub-
stantive frustration of politicians and publics. 64

3
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C‘te:... bases his condlusio;x that the use of" management s?stems

LY

will not rsbut presumptions of :.nefficiency aid lead to greater

~

sugport on three grounds: -(1) once’ the' accusation 'is made, accused.-

§pstitutions can get 1:'.t:‘t:1e credit for taking steps to increase .
e:’:‘iciencw <{2) public agencies that have won fiscal confidence .
have dome so by neans other than claiming to be “efficient; and -
(3) that unfavorable attitudes toward higher education are based

orizmarily on quest::.ons of purpose rat:her than questions of effi-

- - -

:; 65 - - - i~ - - - LI “ L . -
cLancy. . -~ v

- 4

tie =%2r Cheitnor this author is arguing to abandon concernms
Zor eff_iciency or use of better management systems in higher educa-

cion. There are areas of institutional management, e.g., many -

accounting and business operations contract and grant management:', .

student records, financial forecasting, faculty age d:.stribution.

and retenzion models, ete., where improved systems are useful fo::

mr.’age’" nc, planning and resource allocation.

which is increasingly manifest at institutional and .

Indeed, concern for
esficienzy,
state 1e':e1a. is a 'fu_ndamental prerequisite for effecting changes

in Dore systematic t'nanagement. " An equally iﬁportmt ptereq'ui.s'f.te
for e:fic:.ency, howevar, is knowledge of how to Be efficient:--both .

-

in the mora l:Lmited sense of selective institutional operations

- 3ust: ciced and in the broadér sense of purposes that-Bailey mentions. - K

I belieye the larger issue of coufidence in inst:.tmtions of

A

higner edueation w111 never te resolved in any final sense because

it is a recurring dilemma of any.semi-autonomous governmental body. ‘
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" Restoracion “of higher degrees of confzdence at any one point in
o time requires‘ actions appropriat:e to the times ‘and cultural con— o -
text. In these times, higher education seems in ‘great need of . >
: sorting out the- purposes .and" functions of institucions of higher /
education; ini;eformulat;ing different::.ation amotig types of insti-. o :
~ . ’ . . -
T tutions, and in-revitalizing, its ability to' judge and ,manage it:self,
. 4
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o ": -- ‘ﬁ’zi.flén, Schick, _"Thé Rq/ad to PPB: The Stages of B'udggt.Re'form',-" -
G . The Pudlic Adnministration Review, 26, No. 4 (December 1966),
SRR pp. 243-258. A ——— s ) :

" “¥.0. Key, "Tke Lack of'a Budgetary Theory," ‘Americdan Political
Science Review, 34 (1940), pp. 1137-1144; Vern B. Lewis,
"Toward a iceory of Budgeting,” Public Admiunistrative Review;
Winter 1952, pp. 42-54; Peter A."Pyhrr, Zero-Base Budgeting,

) & -, .

& useftl voluze on such analytic models is David S.P. Hopkins aund
. Rogexr G. Schroeder, Applying Analytic Methods to Plannin

. and Mznagement, New ﬁgrectgons for Institutional R'Esearcﬁ.
Fol I3, §an francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1977.
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“For Exaple see, Edward 1. Friedland, Introductiop to the Con~
- . cept of Eationalig in Political Sciegce, Morristown, N.J.:

) ‘ enera arning Press, ; Carl J. ¥riedrich, -ed., A

> © Rational Decision, New York: Atherton Press, 1964; Paul |

: *  Diesing, Reason in Society, Urbana: University of Illinois
Press, 196Z. . . - .

-

¢ ¢ .

See for exarple Yehezkel Dror, Public Policymaking Reexamined,
. Seranton, Pa,: Chandler, 1968, Dror outlinescsiX phases of
" - *  a rational décision making model as follows: (1) establish

"o, . © 2 comlete set gf operational goals, with relative weights
. ) -" allocated to the different degrees to which each may be ,
- achieved; (2) establish a complete inventory of other values
- - and resources with relative weights; (3) prepare a complete
. = set of alternative policies open to the policy. maker; (4)
- i prepare a complete set of valid predictions of the costs and
- benefits of each alternative, including the extent to which
g, each alternative will achieve the various aperational goals,
) . consuZe resources and realize or ‘dmpaizr other values; (5)
) - . . calculate the net expectation for each alternative by multi-
. ) .o -plying the probability of each benefit and .costs for each
: o altercative by the utility of each-and calculating the net
- *5 oenefit (or cost), in utility units; and (6) compare the net
‘ .. expectations and identify the alternative (or alternatives
o i% two or mdre are equally good) with tHe highést net expec-

° ) o tacion ofpg: 132). . _ _
- s ., Lo Ko - .
T " G\Earn Willians, Pldining for Effgctive ‘Resource Aldocation in

- : . Universities, Washington, D.C.: American Counscil on Educa-

. tiom, 1945, pp. 2-3.. For a mode] which attempts to overcome
some of the problems,agsociated.with "the classical theory’

v
¥
1
.
~
=
o

L Ty PR X -

- & * NB York: John Wiley & Soms; Imc., 1973.7. .. .

- s .- of comstrained choice,"” see Ramal el-Dien  Said, A Budgetin
. . Model For An Imstitution of Higher Education, Austin, Tefas:
» ; .- Bureau Of pusiness Rpsearch, UEIversicy of Texas, 1974.

> ? e . . - %
— K4 7,
- N . L,
.je"f . 4, ) Ga - ‘ ’ -
—‘* v [ - » . - N

- o v - . © -
b} o = ) i N

AN

e

L e gy e e

.

+




e i - o . - e . s
- o . Y . - * - : .
L - N - ,
,’ R ¢ . R A % 4 o, '
N " 3 e
¥ N N
-2- \ .
. o TLe- - < .o . ) ) - ( . :
o Lewls,lon. eit., pg. 42. A - .
) - d ° - « L - 5 -
8?5?1‘2, . cit.; Pezer A, Phyrw, "Zero-Base Budgetin%." Harvard s
‘B£5iness Review, November/December, +1970, pp. 111-17I; Peter

.

A.-.Payrr, 1oe Zero-Base Approach to Government Budgeting,'
o . 2ublic Admipistration Review, Jaruary/February 1977, pp. 1-8;
. fazry's version Of 233 1s not what some purists would call .
»Z33. For an evzluation of a'major attempt to implemeat -
anoTier model-of ZBB in the Department of Agriculture in

the 1350s, ‘sep Aaron Wildavsky,:Budgeting: A Comparative -
Ineory of 3uéxetary Processes, Boston: IfctIe, %rown and o
any, 1375,\¢napter 1%, . ) g

" pavia Braybrooke and Charles E. Lindblom, A Strategy of’Decg’,gion:
‘ © Policy Evaluation as a Soecial Process, New York: Lhe ea ¢ =
Press, 1903. i ., . ' : ~

M_l B ioﬁ?’%ﬁ?é?ﬁig and Lindblor base thelr ‘social or “dis jointed incre-
’ z=entalisa” strategy on a'brand of revitalized Utilitarianism
- suggested largely by<Renneth Arrow (Social Choice and Indi-
. " widsel Values, Few York: John Wiley & Sons, 1951).
}'l’zobert B. ‘K-a'éenan,' The Zconomics of the Public éecbor, Santa
Barbara: John Wiley ons, » PP. -62., .-
B T Sc':i&ac_her. Szall Is Beautiful: Economiés as if People
- . Matzered, New York: Harper & Row, Perennial Library edition,
} 1575, pp. 45-46. T

< -

I :13See for example, Ida R. Hoos, Systems Analysis in Publiec Policy,
9 - Berzeley: University of California Press, -1372. Hoos cites
Poland . McRezn's RAND research study of water resources-- .
2 sort of Bible for cost-effectiveness calculators--as one of -
the most norciative treazises in print (see pg. 131). See ’

also Leonard Merewitz and Stephen H., Sosnick, The Budget's ) )
New Clothes: A Critique of Planning - Proggamfng-ﬁuggeting T
and. denerfit-(ost Analysis, Ch cago: Markham, ; Aaron. -
A . wildaysky, "inhe :?ohc%caf- Economy of Efficiency: Cost-Benafit
. " 'Anelysis, Systems Analysis and Program Budgeting,® Public

o " Acximistration Review, Decembér 1966, pp. 292-310; -Stephen K.

L iey, e Tiriciency Cultists,” Change, June 1973, pp. 8-9;
S Harold L. Erarson, 'University or KnowIedge Factory?" Chronicle
- .- - of-Bigher Education, July 18, 1973, p. 16. e

»>

. . ‘
.. *abreban Raplan, "Soxe Limitations on Rationaliry,” it Caxl J.
N ] Friedrich, ed., op. cit., p. 56. . - .

;o I’See for exazple, Peter 0. Steiner, Public¢ Expenditure Budgeting,
Wasairgton, D.C.: The Brookings -Instithtion, 1969; also Alan
’ Willia=s, "Cost-3enefit Analysis: Bastard Science? and/or
Insidious Poison in thie Body Politik?" Journal of Public

’ Ecomomics, Vol 1, no. 2, Aug. 1972, pp. 199-223. . .. :
3 . * k! ‘_' . . '
I(. . ,‘ l;'- . _—
. S
i- * . -~ . . s . . 1‘;%‘
. L . e
‘; =, - .
5 . N f:‘
H hid < . ‘. - [y
».‘. ‘Q. » -
. . A i ¢ R
Ll 37 .

(1. .

S



TN

-

" Wstetner, op. eit., pp, 90-91.

.23

TS

At Q‘!{i\ . -
A ' “ ‘ i ’ - . - 4
- .J
. < : “ 3
L] Pa - w
~ - ’
J ) ) *
-~ - - - .
. N A M - .
Y . .
“: - -3- o [ 3
160,0ted in Kaplan; op. ¢it., p. 62. - ’
Quote plan, op. cit., p. 62. - T

< RN

18Ronald Johnson, "A Taxonomy of Measurement Objectives for
Policy Impact Analysis,” Policy Studies Jourmal, Winter-. .
- ~1974, pp. 201-208. i

-

¥

201 ken from Glenn K.-Miyataki and Maureen L. Byers, Academic' .

Unit Planning and Management, Technical Report 75, January
1976, Boulder, CoIoraag: The National Center for Higher -

Education Management Systems. ; . .

L} s v

"2lyouard R. Bowen, "Where.Numbers _E'ai],'. " {n Dyckman W. Vermilye, ~

ed., Individuvalizing the System, San Francisco:’Jossey-Bass, |
p. 125 also Howard R. Bowen, 'Uutcome Data and Educatfional

Decision-Making," in Carl R, Adams, ed., Appraising Informa-
tion Needs of Decision Makers, New DireetIons for %nstItut:Ional
Reseafch No. I5, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977, pp. 43-55.

22040ted in, Allen Schick, "Bejond Analysis,” Public Administration -
Review, May/June 1977, p. 26l. .

*

Friedland, op. ¢it. p. 7.

2~“Pa‘u1 Diesing, Reason in Society, Urbana: University of Illinois
Press, 1962, For an attempt to ogerationalize the notion of ’
political :atéonalit: into an analytic instrument, see Paul,
H. Conn, David B. Meltz and Charles Press, "The Concept of
Political Kationality,"boligz' , Winter 1973, pp.-223-239. -

piesing;, op. g’i._g., p. 198,
ZG.”Braybrook and Lindblom, op. eit., p. 16. LRI
z?glag Williams, “Cost-benefit Analysis,” op. ¢it., pp. 223-224.

28g bert N. Anthony and Regina E. Herflinger, Minagement Control.,:''.
inois: Richard D.

in Nomprofit Organizations, Homewood, Illinois:
Irwin, Inc., 1955, p.- 36, pp. 337-348. . )
¢ N . - . *a

- . - R

19Aaron Wildavsky, Politics of the B%get% Process, 2nd Edition -.
Boston: Little, brown 0., 13/4, p. . .

L]

-




, 29See Robert Anthony and Regina Herzlinger, op: ﬂ, chapter 3
for a very useful discyssion of the differences. - '

P B
-

A -

39 4lph Purveéd\and Lyman A, Glemny, State Budgeting for Higher~
: ion:)} Information Systems and Technical Analyses,
Berkeleyr”Center for Research and -Development in Higher .-
‘Education, Ux})ivérsity of California, 1976, pp. 169-171.--
s t 7!

- 311:0: a discussion of full-cost'pricing possibilities in ingtitu-
-~ “rions of higher education,.see Anthony and Hertzlinger, -~ =~ .
.~ op. eit., ppv 157-180; see also; W. Lee Hansen and Burton _ ¢ i
™~ A -Helsbrod, "A E&w' Approach to Higher Education,Finance," ™ . ~,°
in M, D. Orwig, ed., Financing Higher Education, Iowa City:
- American College TestIng Program, X9/, pp. L1/-142. -
) . g AR

.
4 > . e s T
? ST e

5 3 2!‘6: a recdent_ example of "at‘f:empés to 'cduqt%u’c:"vari:oqs outcome— T - ——

y and impdct teasures, see Marvin W. Péterson, et. al:, "State-

evel Performance Budgeting," in John K. Folger, ed., In- . _

creasing the Public Accountabllity of Higher Education;, . New™ .

. , Directions for lnstitutional Research, mo. 16, San“Francisco:
Josseyr-Bass, 1977, pp” 1-34, espeecially pp. =3-6.

: .
- .. 3

. 33A;hchony and Hertzlinger, op. cit., p. 153. E L S

By L
Anthény and Herzlinger, op. ecit., pp. 192-194.

& o

YN
s

.

-

3%uoted in George S, Minmier and Roger H. Hermansen, "A Look
‘ at Zero-Base Budgeting--The Georgia Experience,' Atlanta .
Economie Review, vol. 26, no. &7 Ju}.y/August 1976, p. 6.

”

. 368ee‘ for e,xamgle, Jamés D. Barber, Power in Committees, Chicago:
* Rand McNally, 1966; also Richard F, Fenno, Jr., e Impact
of PPBS ‘on the Congressional Appropriations Procesgs," in T
"Robert Chartrand, et. al., eds., Informdtion Suggort:, ﬁogram :
) Budgeting and the Congress, MNew York: Spartan- booxs, F .
+ -James E. Jernberg, "In%ormat:ion Change and Congressional Behav-

io;:,f' Journal of Polities, Aug 1969, pp. 722-740.

37¢carl R. Adams, "How Managers View Information Systems,™ Decision
Sciences; vol. 6, no. 2, 1975, pp. 337-345; Ida R. Hoos,
op. cit., pp- 102, 170-172. -
T ) :
38pavid Tyack has iargt.xed,t:hat: the movement to professionalize
educational management in the late 19th and early 20th cen- .
" turies was motivated in large part by an agenda to shift
- control. of the schools away from the local level.- A coali-
tion of the spcial elite. and distinguished ‘academics succeeded
in bringing ‘about this change: -The ostensible basis for the

[ T
e, g - . ‘ . ’

N



. ~ : Ty Q- -
. ~ . ~ ¢ ; % RN
: , LA v s -
T =5- ‘ g =
R ’ “ . { . * .. 4 o 3} .
L o - ‘refora was the ‘}esirability'offmgkizri é‘duca‘t;ion and educational ~ ;o e
T €. managerent more scientific, . See Pavid Tyack, The One Best . L N 5
.2 o . Sgs:e::: A History of American Urban Education, Cambridge: ' ; . )
Lt TVar versity rress,- ; .for a~discussion of the )
' . - political tharacter of information in a higher education con- ' .
Y ) * ., ....kext, see Frank A, Schmidtlein, "Information Systems and : -
A : Concepts of Governance,” in Carl R. Adams, ed.,. ppraising - ”? - e
¢ L - Iaformation Needs of Decision Makers, New.Directions ‘for ST -
o "~ + -lmstitutional Research, Ro. I3, Sap Francisco: Jossey-Bass .. -
.Y - 1977, op. 29~42. - - - S . E " < e
See "for éxa=ple, Michael J .-Scheiring, “"Zero-Base Bud eting in . . ~
o~ . - New Jersey,""State gcvemménc, Sum;:er 1976, pp. 172’-179}_ . Ty .
3 : +John D., LaFaver, "Zero-Base Budgeting in New Mexico," . R .
. .7 : Stare Goverament, Spring 1974; For a good reviey of ZBB in 3
. Texas, Georgia and New Jersey, see Allem Schick, "Zero-Base . . Y I
~—%— - -~ - -Budgeting and-Sunset: Redundancy or- Symbiosig," The Bureau- . A :
s + gzat, Spring 1977, pp. 12-32.. Seyeral other artigles in .
. . This issve of The Bureaucrat cover many sz the basics of ZBB. >
!‘OGeurgg 5. Yinmier and Roger H. Hermansen, "A Look at Zéro-Base’ - v T
P N Budgeting--The Georgia Experience," Atlanta Economie Review, -- y - .
e o, July/éugu;t< 1976, pp..5-12. ) T v y P £ 1 . e
‘ N " . ST T - e SR ] . &
IS aobert 8. Anchony, "Zero-Base -Budgeting is a Fraud," Wall Streetr , .
e . Journal; fpril 27, .1977; for a congréssicnal view-of a pilot . .. : t
U . . Z33 attecpt, see Arlen:J.: Large, "Applying Zero-Base Budgeting," . 1
f . o 'Wall Street Journal; May 24, 1977. e i ) B - - :
¢ o ’ . ’ - . i ) . », . ‘ L e . PR e N ! .
\,’ o ~%2robere w. Hartman, «"Budget. Prospects and Process," in Joseph A. “ . s
o ' 8 ' -Pechran, "ed., Setting National Priorities: The 1978 Budget, T
. Washingzon, D.C.:- e brookings Institution,- i PP. ~389; . - e
- S also Jazes Q. Wilson, *Zero-Base Budgeting Comes to Washi: gton," M SRS
L : The Alternative: An American Spectator, vol. 10, Fe\y&,léﬁ’; PefSe¢  _ - ..
C s "3:'Zero-Bas‘g Budgeting Is a Fraud,” op. cit. < / Ll . L
T . S%agbere 0. Bérdant, "Legislative Program Evaluation,” ii J,ohl;,_ x . T e
.~ . . 7K, 'Folger, ed., Incredsing the Public Accountability of - e S
S e el Highez, Education, New Direc ion” for Institutiona search i N
y T ho. 16, San Franeisco: 'Jossey-Bass, 1977, pp. 35-65. « ¢ T o oL
A U PR S oL . ) < -
) < g %3see for exazple, Robért 'J. Barak, "Program Reviews by.State-- < . . o |
LN N \(%des Higher Education Agehcies,® in John K. Folger, ed., O ‘ |
* - TN T » ..._I ‘id‘ -p - 67-',90(;—; R ' we-. - ) ) "‘w' . @ . - |
. L - T . . R oy ‘
3 -y, . .- R . . & A o o . -~
4 “See Paul Starr, "Medicine gnd’the Waning of Professional A G AP
2 - s - i Sb\rglz.eignty,}',f: Dacdalus'x. Winter 1978, JPPY _1;75:-193. ’.4,‘ I S ;Z-_
‘ . v ~ _ [N \ .’ "y ‘{’T’ - ‘} " > A Vs
fy :’ - ': - '})—;; w 0 ~ = ) E o \,*a N '
. ; £ ) /ﬂ'»’ -y - . - - ’ ~ 7 { ':u R
. o N ; , ’ * - -
e T * AN . . ' ) )
€ . . i J,. ‘ ) . . , N * ~ - )
Y . } - " B b 2 - - o * ~
: ’ . J “v' - v y . . 4 T -i\,A
“e » * N 40 * ¢ w7 ;; .
o - Tt . ) vl 2 LT
- -~ , . e : " ; N \..}\ /’/ . . ‘_2:, .
- '7' SR B -‘_ e A i J. S — - - — . (¥4 & .". \“_
- ey Y o":‘i ; . R 7 < .




. - .. = L ow . . Y -
sl T Ly . . o P ) =
- =z - 7 , i 5 ‘ ) ‘ o '.g . < ‘
P A T . S £ Y.
- oy i . % N . R o ) ‘ ’ . M o
7 ‘ PR IR R .
2 T A ’ TR I
) & g " o il
- - i { . e - ( ¥ }\'. .
. 47 .- s S 3 »i ) ) " o ’ . ) g : ' : T _- _:;: '
: S_égJDenhi{ I-‘jrney. 'Bzdggg;émithg E‘%Sh nor’ Fowl," Wall Street <! BT
EER " Journal,; Janua )P or a very brief assessment .
. of President Carter's 2BB in thiéﬂcontext.ry ST . msn o T S
i . See for-example Thouds J. Anton, "Roles and Symbols'in the | - . . .
'+ . - Determination of State Expenditures," Midwest Journal of w* g
. Political Science; February’ 1967, pp. 27¥%3. . - . f o
. ,—Q ,::,~'4 o N RE . '}\ ... B P y ‘ - . e . N - ) “ ,.
i  William A. Niskanen, "Why New Methods of-Budgetary Choizes? . - . L .
.-~ ..V« - Administrative Aspects,” Public Adminibtgg:iorttykevfew. S S 3 R
> o e'Y . March/April 1972, p. 157.7 N : o
N U S, s . T 3 NS RO
50"‘R¢§c}1ing Policy Analysis from PPB,"p. 190. . - . : . b h i
- . - PR - ) . K R

- slGeoi:gg B.-';s.weather'sby, "The Potentials of Analytic Approaches S A D
to Educational Planning and Decision Makigg." in William

R ' DJohnson, ed., Broceedings of the 1976 National Assembly, . S ) .
ST Boulder: Natlonal Center For Higher Edusation Fasseil: | T RS

i Systems, 1976, pp. /97-10,6. . . - .
. ? 5'2 . . o - ’ | 9 . - « - . :k\ . . 9"“‘;:
el As 'quot:ed in A.p_t:hony and Herzlinge‘r,‘ op. git. p. 189, . - o . s -
’ S3ualter. P;Metzge;:, Academic Freedom in the.Age of the .Univer- G
"'sity, New York: Columbia University Press, 1955. . SR LA
T - S4red A, Krames, "Policy Analysis as Ideol®by,” paper presented . o
- . at the National Conference on Public Administration, American .. T L
SIS N Society .for Public Administration, Syracuse, New York, . . o S
T ° May 6, 1974, pp. 1-2. - - a ! oo
. 7o~ ' . - “. o " : ’ RANEVAS TR
N SSLymé}x T.-Sargent, Contempordry Political Ideolo ies, Homewood, o . R
T JIll.: The Dorsey Press, 19;2, p. 1. . = [ v
o 's,éSames L. Jarrett, 'What Passes foxr Moral?", paper delivered at . ] o
.« thegliniversity of Utah,’ January 12, 1978.. . . , ’ L,
AN . oL - .. ' . v ’ " ,..* - ""v T
i - 3 cameron Fincher examines the differing forms and styles'of legdl, - C N e
o econolic, and technologica] notions of rationality in higher - , oo
TRl education; "On‘the Rational Solution of Dominent Issues in . . 1
: - . Higher Education," Journal of Higher Education, Sept./Oct. . -, o
-7~ - 1975, pp.. 491505, T B : T o R RS
. 3, A B ~‘<4>‘ i - ) -
38yowara R. -Bowen, "Where' Numbers Fail,” in. Dyckman W. Vermilye . v o
- (ed.) Individualizing the System, San_Francisco: Jossey-Bass, _ . DEGN

’ ‘-";’_ . 1876, pp. :\17 f 0 ¥ 4 ' ' A
. 59« . e L e R PR .

_exaumpls ry Process, Second-Edi=——
, » Boston: Little, Brown, » P. $94; also "Rescduing> -
' Policy Analysis from PPBS," -Public Administration Review, ~°

I8

. o+ - ‘March/April 1969, pp. 189°207.. -




iy o ) PR
6°Kr§mer, op. cit., pp. 11-13; William E.. Connolly, “Theoretical
Self-Cons&iousness,"” Polity, vol. VI, noi 1, Fall 1973, » -
. PP- 3-3'5. - - . - ”! N T ‘4',
- . - Q , 4 -
P < ~ . b T &
61, study using multiple theoretical perspectives is Grahanm T.
> .Allison, Egsence of Decision, Boston: Little, Brown &'Co.,
1971; also, Kathleen Archibald, "Three Views of the Experts
Role in Policy Making: Systems-Analysis, Increm sm, and
., * the Clinical Approach,™ Policy Sciences, vol 1,
+*, JFor an interesting assessment of the training of

: PP. 73'86:)
icy analysts,

see Allen Schick, "Beydnd Analysis" Publie A
¢ May/June 19777, PpP. 258-263. -

62

q o

e ® - B

Seanne Nienaber and Aaron Wii’ciavsky. The Budgeting ahd Evaluation
of Federal Recreation Programs, New York: Basic Boake; 1973, -
pP. JE-163; o . : -

-

- hd -

. 53orton E. Long; "Public Policy and Administratipn: The Goals of N
’ - Rationality and Respgnsibilicy," Public Administration Review,

M .

Winter'1954,-p. 26

1 e B Lo ‘ .. . .
s 61‘St:ephen K. Bajiley, "A comparision of the University with a Gov- -
.. ermmefit ‘Bureau," in James.A. Perkins, ed., The Universitys -

- as_an Orgahization, A Report for the Carnggie Commissien on
Higher Egucat{on, N«ew Yotk: MeGraw-Hill,* 1974, p. 133, ~ .
65gar1 F."Cheit, "The’'Mariagement Systems Challenge: How to Be - °
"+ \Academic Though Systematic, ' in, John F. Hughes, ed.,

e Education and the State,” Washington, D.C.: American Council

3

. . v

on Education, 1975, pp. 16];15,2.

- . ’ - . L3
. .

nistration Review,

:‘(

- e

P

<
'




., LA . - L : I = ’ - X
’ . . i . X
- ' NEU ‘ ST : - APPENDIX I o
. . N . ; . o T . . . R
: . : . + yoet E . . .
. . - . . ) .t - ‘ .
N , . . ] R IR ) ]
B » . ~, - . . - . P ~ -
. - 4 .. . ' » B * . N
L "‘ R . ’ - . . - - ) \ . N .
. c . ~ T . . L N ’
. s ';),f/)‘ N .. e ox ] ' o
. R .. . - .
. -4 B - . ;‘
% . . .. i .o . i T .
" a -~ . v : . B . R : .. . h
[ ’ s .. N . ] . ) ‘ k . A e . . 5
EPPR . . . . . - - < ’ w .
.. R . ) . . N i , R - ‘r 4 . .
- ’ . .t - . - ) . . -
. ~ ’ . .- -~ - . . . )
. - NE = - . . .y . )
. 1 . : s « . N -
t . ’ ' ¢ L ". R = : M LAl .
- ' Ty o . - : :
N = < - . .- . ] .
. . ' N . ‘1 P -~ a
s . . £ : . . .
L 2 s . . I3
e e 7o RN e . o .. . . .
- . . ) N . -
2 g o, LT . - . .. . _
" e <o SAMPL'E ZﬁRO BASE BUDGETING FORMATS® . - .
E - .- . - L o
: SRR : . USED‘ IN THE STATE OF GEORGIA <o .. . . ks
3 [ . - ’ ° i - )
. T . - T . . .,
N ) 5 : : - v EE
- - . N - - . . . 2 4 — L R . b
- s o FISCAL 'YEAR 1977 N , o
.a ' . : - w. . R . - .
3 . P N = . * .. - ,!
L e " - ° . PN .
: . ‘e : & . .,
E N ¢ N . \ - .
3 - 4 . . ® o o 3 . . N . . . [ . ‘.‘ L
— ' N ) . ' .
Toa R L R M ¢ - -
3 o . N . . N -
2 . f s .-
- ) ’ C o ' o ;. .
: e b - . L B
- . - 3 " . o : . .
N . . . . . . . 0 . ’
- t . ” - © .
" . LXS ..
) o ' * 4 ' - ’ - « - ’
- M » oo _ : . : .. ]
E X . - “ > , ) ]
- . ~ B
- o, - . . F. % p N -
> * ) . » . . . . K - .
3 ., R . . " L - > e
2] - 9 L < . - - N e . .
;.. - N . * St - . ’
- ) ) N ¢ ) ‘ . .
4 4 ot T . Y 4 ¢ . . .
2 . “ . - N N . . ’ -
‘ : : - -
: - T - . R N i .
F .- ’ . . . .
- "l’ : 4 " ’ * L - . ' . . - - i
3 . ¢ . . Y . * - .
_x y o . .
N B . K . . i . .
- ‘ . N - , a St .
. ’ ! . st . ‘. .
. . . .
. g . - 3 . . B ) _ ]
3 . ) , - o . . .
e 55 = ’ . " ~ -
. .- . . R . ) '
* - R . . . - . - ., . .
. . ! : . « . a , 43 ] ). »
. . - - - ’
: . - N . Wt . . 3 X s S ) , 1
i . . ’ ’ ¢ : R 57 : - -~ LA » Cos
O . , . f . , . . i
»/ " ok t . P . I . . . , ..
- - o .. . . AU
- 2
3 _a\,&“,T .- - = CEEE ST = e A (U S [ ST N P




. T L . ~, I T . - = . - . coo- . M —— ) i T
. »7;" e —e 7 “ 7,_»“:'4'. 3 i ks - - - .. . - ) . R “ .- . .
- o _‘D‘EC!SION PAQRAGE ~ MINIMUM LEVEL . s - ,
. “ 1 ’ " t M ’ e N : 2 % ’ *
. 3 ST B DA Sora - - s
i . < ‘ OPB-BUDGET-30 . <.
. 1 * ) S N ‘ kel A - <
4, N \ ’ . ) ? ,‘ v ’
N < . - - + N
~ K 4 N . ) ; :: R
) 4 - . oz .i v -
b . ) R i OPB- Budget-30
E.Y.577 ” ZERO-HASE BUDGEY BEQUESY . . {Rev.675) -
. . DECISION PACKAGE — MINIMUM LEVEL ~ = ’ S L ,
Human Resources Commumgx Injury Control - Emergency Medical Health
Department ve v - * Activity * - Function ° ’
Drscribe the Function in tesens of its obi'ﬁi" Co:&;g:gm@ty Medical Centers are "W““'l This Package £ Funcuen ¥ ¥ 76 e P2y B 72 {Cum
Elﬁged to meet emergency situations such as ess, injury, natural or A. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICE K 7
-made disasters, mdw cases. The centers do not coo«imatc theic effores 1 Pmiﬂ ry £ :_:, Rs 25':33 ! % il
m county and city lines noc do they have exposure to the latest techniques and }——=t°7 £ Zxp epairs 4
equipment in the emergency field, Some centers are hi ece:s?ul due 2. Suppfies and Materials . 1,500 1200
goupeddlnnmaﬁoutl‘momuunws donotshare, 3. Repalrs and Mainte S00 300 :
. ~ . &, C Teatii 400~ 280
Describa the Function In ternrs of serdice providad in F Y 1876 Utilize ¥ central staff  |0: Péwtt.¥ater, Nthul Gn 250 200
o conduct medical emergency courses around the State to monitor the operations |8 Rents ’ 213 F1E]
d the nuuw Oon!:ol Program. The courses will provide instruction to the centers { 7. Iasurance and Bonding .
Ifaus smargency techniques and me e Base Level provides s, Workmen's Comp, and lndemnities
tho 100 most popuhud counties by conducting one medical emergency 9. Direct Benelis
' - . : 10, Tultion and Scholarships - T
Eeatain e N PoprT I —— N podu 3 $1. Grants to Counties oe Citin
sin o rvice this Packagy o ons an 12. Asse -2 .
&xpanses 1o coordinate, develpp, and conduct a medical emergency cpurse in the 75 ,;_ Other O "":”Nl'm " - gg 232
largest medical cénters In the State. Two persons are re to conduct a course perating Exp |
. in sach-seater and two persons can cover 75 medical centers aninually., 14. Extraordinary Expentes I -
% |B.REG.OPERATINGEXPENSES(AJ 1-14) ] - 4,805 2147 65
HRE K ’ W JC.TRAVEL . . 800 550 {69
. - *__{o MOTOR VENICLE EQUIP PUACH, 4680 ’
Explain the tepatt of ting the Service now provided thai this Mini Level Excludet [E PUBLICATIONS AND PRINTING 1350 { 1,000 74
'One position and related expenses are deletad in the minimum level package. F. EQUIPMENT PURCHASES 750
tely 25 medical centers will noz have a medical emergency course in
F.Y.1977 dmdld have oaein F Y1976, Each excluded cantef would have to [C.PER DIEMAND FEES 2,000 1500 {75
develop its ovn medicat emergeney plan. Some excluded centers would nct choose |H. COMPUTER CHARGES 2,900 2,000 69
todo ﬂ:&%m cm?.mcv ;’:‘;‘i‘é’r‘::‘ the area -'»«yed by, the center would not be i o7ER CONTRACTUAL EXPENSE 1600 1 550 |34 |
. ’ : AUTHORITY LEASE RENTALS - -
Ouaatitativs Measuras (Effectiveness, Workload, Efficiency) i= v.1976 | F.! .btgn . GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS
) S i Mi Livelll cAPMYAL QUTLAY
| Diffecent Medicd] Centers Aldad - 100 25 A, LIST OTHER OBJECTS: -
100 75 N
- . [Cost Par Course/Total funds $445 | 8352 r x .
JCost Per Courss/State funds " $243 L S165 b oTAL EXPENDITURES TAd3 AMI 450 | 26453 1591
FEDERAL FUNDS B . 16,000 10,000 63 |
OTHEA FUNDS . 4.000- 4.000 ﬁ'&)"
. . BTATE GENERAL FUNDS 24509° | 12433 51
- e ——— -
m..mm- Emergency Medical!_[g;h Pk 101 4 - ’ o
: l'mudm Johp Smith Activity Rk __ - 4 ' . . -
: . . W . ' AN . : g 2 . "
iR T b ‘8 ’ - - - - T —
- B . & . N 0 ' )
- S 6‘ K2 M ~ . ’ ?
. 7 [ n > .
. : : . AA - r ‘. e
_ o ; : 44 & . o
O ST PO AR ST . - -
,1..’ ‘i:'—--" K. Y a‘ij" i




[ - 1 * +
. ¢ ) , L oaw . . £ ‘
e . . . . - - QECIS!ONPA«CKA'G'EF— BASE LEVEL
. N \ OPB-BUDGET-31 / " ’ . . , RN
. . . . H . .
Ry Lo ! - ‘. , e . //_ ) Lo ,/‘
. . :; _-v" - N “ . ' ) - -- voée.mgﬂ.a"\
R -RY. 81 ST, ZERO-BASE BUDGET REQUEST ) . " {Riv.&75)
~oT SO - E DECISION PACKAGE ~ BASE LEVEL . :
R - Humaa Resgurces -~ Community Injury Control Emergency, Medical Health
. ’ ~Departrent i N Activity Fupbusn * .
‘ mm’rmnmume&m d’County and City Medical Centersare  |Positions This Package__2___ 40 Tryhcnon® ¥.76 [ian 22 £ ¥ 77 |Cum%}
chirged to meet emergency situations such as sudden fllness, natural or A. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVI .
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